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LUNTIC--MoNEY' OF LUN~ATIC IN COURT-PAYMENT OU. TO) F0RFi(;N COUkT OF

WHICH LZINATIC A WARD.

in, ré- lDe Linde", (y 897) 1 Ch. 45 3, anl application was made
by' a lunatic who had been declareti lunatic audt madc a ward
of the Royal Bavarian Court. by lier ncxt frienti, for payment
out of Court to the Bavarian Court of moneys to which the
lunatic was entitieti, and Stirling, J., granted' the ortier, the
lunatic being the daughter of a Germnan anti the wife of a
German, andtiher domicile anti her present resitience being
also in Gormany.

/ACÇZIDET IIOLICV -CO'îTrAcT-RF.EwAL OF 'OLC ROTR'fEiI4

Sio'11/ v. Ili ywootd (1897) 1 Ch. 459, tiecides, w-e believe, a
ncw point upon the legal effeet of the ortiinary accident
policy. The policy in question containeti wvhat would appear
to be a wsual stipulation in sucb policies, viz., that it was te.
newable vearly so long as the insureti paiti the premnium. in
adlvance, anti the insurance company consenteti to receive it, anti
requixring the insured at each. renewal to give notice of any
change in thc state of his liealth since the payment of the
last prernîum, with power to the company in such case ta
dctermine 'hie policy. After the policy hati been issueti, anti
while it wvas in force, the assureti matie an assignment for the
benlefit of his creditors, of ail anti singular the gootis, chattels
and moneN-s, credits, estate anti effeets whatsoever and wher--
soever, of,' or to which the tiebtor was possesseti or otherwise
entitieti for his own benefit or in anv mariner howsoever. The
assignment contained. no assignment of, or agreement to
as:sign, anv after acquired. property. The assignment was
clateti 4 th 'July, 1893. On 2nd September, 1893, the tiebtor
paiti a premiumn for the renewal of the policy for twelve
motiths to Aug. 3oth, 1894, anti on I st Sept., 1894, lhe paiti a
premium for renewal for a further twelve imonths to 3oth
August, 1895. On 26th June, 1895, he wvas kcilleti by light-
ning. The assignee for creditors ciaimed. the policy moneys
as against the éxecutors of the tieceaseti. Kekewich, J.,
helti that upon a proper construction of the policy each renewal
constituteci a new contract, and that the moneys receivable
lundl'r the policy were therefore not covered by the assignment.
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